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APPENDIX 2:
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Letter from Deputy Assistant Secretary to the Director, Office of
Evaluations, dated October 16, 1997
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The CDFl 0 S souc:wo assxslancc nom pnvale oxgamzauons as well as other Treasury

submmed by several Tremny orgamz:avons 10 provide ﬁnanggl and acggx_mtmn services
CDF1. The consulting firm was also r

as also retained 1o identifv alternats
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CDF] officials consulted with officials at other Federal agencies on certain policy
procedural issues. When confusion arose as to whether CDF] awar

ds were covered under the
Federal Acquisition Regulations, CDF] staff consulted with officials from the Department of
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10N arose within Treasury’s personnel o
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the Office of Personnel Management for clarification.

GOOD O’ BOY POLICY REVIEW
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drawn to alle g ations of misconduct by Federal,
ver incidents that occurred during an annual
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the Secretary of the Treasury announced that a comprehensive and mdependent

investigation would be conducted by the Inspector General and the Under Secretary for
Enforcement.
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in the GOB Roundup by Treasury law enforcement personnel. The second facet,
conducted by the Office of Enforcement, was a two-part policy review. These parts
included: 1) conducting a retrospective review to determine applicability of any existing
law, policy, rule, or regulation to the facts found by the Inspector General and 2)
reviewing all current 1aws, rules, regulations, procedures and policies to determin
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whethe ing p were adequate and sufficient to prevent participation b ury
........ 1 ien giemil e
personnel in similar events in the future

More than 50 individuals participated in the GOB policy review, which took 10 months to
complete. The Treasury Secretary established a Citizens Review Panel, composed of
prominent citizens of unquestioned expertise and integrity on matters relating to race, the
law, and law enforcement, to monitor and evaluate the review. The panel also reviewed
the Inspector General’s final report. The Under Secretary for Enforcement also formed

Policy Review Team directed by attorneys from outside of Treasury. This team included a
) SR, ol LN ~mcmdome e o A o A e A mntmd mond T ¢ncnadn A it~
Writer/Editor, Logistics Coordinator and an Administrative Assistant. The team’s efforts

a

were supported by liaisons from each of Treasury’s law enforcement agencies and
components. Additionally, the Department’s General Counsel personally participated in
and appointed several attorneys from his office to assist in the review.

.
V‘

warranted a sophisticate
A contractor was used (by way of modifying an cxjstmg contract) to develop and run a

new system for the GOB policy review and provide related systems training to Treasury’s
Automated Systems Division (ASD) staff. The ASD provided initial system requirements
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found that current Treasury conduct rules were sufficient to
enforce discipline in cases where it was merited. However, it was determined that existing
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rules, policies and procedures needed to be clarified and fully implemented. Consequently,
the report identified 15 recommendations for improving "Treasury’s conduct rules.
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DO, was allocated to noncomract expenses Actual expenditures for e GOB Policy
Review totaled nearly $583,000 as of June 30, 19967,

1973, (Public Law 93-224). As an instrumentality of the U.S. Government under the
general supervision of the Treasury Secretary, FFB helps Federal agencies finance the
marketable federal securities they issue or guarantee. The creation of FFB was necessary
because the Congress determined that the demands for funds by Federal and federally
assisted borrowing programs were increasing faster than the total supply of credit and that
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The FFB is authorized to make commitments to purchase and seli, on terms and
conditions it determines, any obligation which is issued, sold or guaranteed by a federal
agency. To finance the FFB’s purchase of agency debt, loan assets and guaranteed
securities, FFB borrows the required funds from the Department of the Treasury, Davmz

i
saving administrative and underwriting costs .
does not receive Federal appropriations, its operating funds are raised from loaning funds

to its borrowers at a rate of one-eighth of one percentage point greater than the rate
charged to FFB by Treasury.

income are exempt from all federal and state taxation. Likewise, FFB is subject to the
budget and audit provisions of the Government Corporation Control Act that are

applicable to wholly owned government corporations named in 31 U.S.C. § 9
The FFB also has a Board of Directors composed of five members which includes t
Secretary of the Treasury who serves as Chairman.
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2 An August 2, 1996 Treasury OIG consulting report, O1G-CA-96-003, stated that actual expenditures for
the GOB Policy Review totaled nearly $583,000 as of June 30, 1996. This total does not include
contractor billings for August and September 1996, the last 2 ‘months of the contract. As of June 30,
1996, an additional $86,000 was incurred, but unpaid.
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While FFB has existed within the Department for 24

ears, it has experienced a significant

increase in requests for new loan products and fin an ing arrangements. The FFB’s total
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This review was conducted by OIG evaluators and auditors. We applied a case study
roach to identify lessons from pre\nmlc h oh p jonty projects an and s oecxa] endeavors

o future Departmental endeavors. Our work
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Specifically, our approach was to select four individual case studies to review.

Traditionally, T_re.a.smy has implemented and maintained numerous special endeavors (i.e.,
: ; rograms, task forces, etc.). Accordingly, our selectlon

oY)

Our methodology was to select cases that would be characteristic of the diversity of
endeavors that are initiated or maintained within the Department. In making our specific
sglecuons, we considered various criteria including the level of significance and public

1 ctivity ( cnmnlgtgd or bg_mﬂ maJmamed\ and level of support
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endeavors. As a resuit

e Currency Redesign Project

C nm.rnumtv Development Financial Institutions Fund
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o TFederal Financing Bank

For each case study, we first conducted research to obtain a detailed understanding of the
pertinent background information. This research included reviewing prior General Accounting
nﬁim, 0I1G and fmanc:al reports and articles for each endeavor. Then, we conducted detailed -
including endeavor staff and Treasurv funcuona] mana2er S .

implementing the endeavor. These interviews included douu"l‘lcmij'i“ Tfeasm'y staff

involvement in efficiently and effectively meeting the endeavor ’s required needs. Standardized
interview guides were used to assist in documenting Treasury’s involvement in each case. We
also analyzed various operating and policy documents.

to idenury common
assist and better enab
Department.
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The following four case studies illustrate various lessons learned in Treasury’s ability to provide
support for special endeavors. These cases reflect examples that are characteristic of the
nature, type and extent of endeavors at Treasury. For each case, we have prepared a summary
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identifinng ﬂ'\P 1ssues, as well as how ﬂv—-\] were resolved }'\\1 Treasur ry offici nlc
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iT i
valuable lesson from an earlier currency redesign effori that took place in 1950. This
lesson was that t'ne Depanmem could not merely rely on its established internal structure
to address similar currency redesign efforts. Specifically, the adequacy of public
information about currency changes was critical to the worldwide success of any redesign

efforts.

public relations campaign to familiarize the U.S. and more importantly, certain foreign
countries with the new currency. Accordingly, Treasury assembled a multi-agency task
force to execute the redesign effort. This group was given a clear mission and well defined
goals for implementing the currency changes. A team leader was quickly designated and given
the resngn;;bmw of developing a comprehensive implementation plan. This plan included

ro TR TTTTTT TrTT Y STTEE  rtT T EsTEEETETT
ohtainino a thorough unde; ndl o of the nature and evten of the oneration 1o be nerformed
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In developing its strategy, Treasury identified the needs of the project and then acted to
efficiently meet those needs. The Assistant Secretary for Financial Markets was delegated
responsibility for the public relations campaign for the currency redesign eﬁ'on
Acknowledmmz that the redesign effort is hig} _ly complex and involves the international

3 dakas b} s 'Y Ak Uuéjl VUIII}JU l il i32 llla Gllﬂl p\‘
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ICIdUOND 1m. 11U 115151 Pproviucu CXp ert d)blbldﬂbC On nOw i€ néw curren y Couid
quickly gain worldwide recogmuon and acceptance and aiso facilitated coordination

between governmental agencies, resulting in a smooth launch. The public relations
campaign focused heavily on the Former Soviet Union because of the unique economic
and financial situation in those recently independent countries.
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The currency redesign effort had strong senior management support and commitment
throughout the project. This level of support enabled high level intervention when
roadblocks occurred. A member of the task force commented that there was a need for

ment” 10 intervene in nrder to emphasize the prionty of the effort and to

ver. overall there were no mailor
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Another member of the task force stated the opinion that generally when quick assignments are
put together at Treasury, there are ofien difficulties in obtaining the necessary support and
resources. In these instances, there tends to be a feeling that support personnel have delayed
assistance because of resource concerns. However, in the case of the currency redesign
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Expertise/Flexibility of Participants

The currency redesign task force was made up of about five individuals, including
rmr)rpqpnt_ath&S from the Department of the Treasurv, Federal Reserve Board and the U.S.

r-— I

n Aoency The team was led bv a Treacurv pmnlnvm with extensive expenience and
ency. Iheteam was led alr er Xpe a
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house” expertise to complete the project. In addition, the team iéauer had access to the
highest levels of the Department. This was essential to work through periodic roadbiocks
and keep the project on track. Members of the task force worked closely together and
accepted cross functional duties, assuming varying roles during the project. The team

leader described the participants as “problem solvers,” not “reactors.”

public relations firm was a Treasury employee. This individual had substantial

procurement experience with an ability to quickly and accurately accomplish tasks within
the requirements of the Federal Acquisition Regulations. Once it was determined that
such procurement expertise was essential to the redesign effort, this individual became a
permanent member of the project team. The contractor, the Department of State and the

Troncur\l tack force staff worked closelv together and all narties involved
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS FU
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Strategy Development
Treasury did not develop written implementation guidance and did not, in some respects,
execute and oversee a well-planned strategy for implementing CDF1. A well-planned strategy

arguably includes: 1) conducting a thorough legislative analysis; 2) deciding where and how
€ program will fit into the organization: 3) performing a comnrehensive assessment to

= a1 it SIS LLLSUEL, S praViiniuLE & VULLpl Vs VY QOO OSiavaan
+
L

(

t
. 3 . : 1 + ety

identify the program’s needs; and 4) assigning a qualified team to oversee implementation
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In July 30, 1997 comments to our informal draft report, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Administration indicated that efforts were made to obtain analyses of the legislation. We
obtained two OGC documems on specific CDF] funding issues, dated August 21, 1995 and

However, this resulted in issues being addressed on a flow basis rather than at the very
beginning of implementation in a comprehensive approach.

......... 1d addressing issu he legislation was comp when the
. sirh o ~rmrmnrahancite wirdsam amaloeie mmiild Lo
program was transferred o Treasur uch a comprehensive written analysis could have

_____ ~31_21 Locia

proviaea a basis for a uressmg 1ssues of mterprelauon andg an unaerstancnng (l €., mission
and objectives, funding sources and uses, etc.) of the nature and extent of the operation,
which could have assisted both policy and operational staff involved in the endeavor. The
results of such an analysis, performed for a grant/loan program, could address issues
aﬁ'ectmsz the award of program funds, organization of the program, and the operating
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Organizational placement of CDF] was an issue when it became clear in July 1995, that the
program would be under Treasury. The organizational nature (a free standing corporation

temporarily located within Treasury as provided in the original legislation or a program within
Treasury’s DO) and location of the program led to confusion over authority for program
Upmauuua and funding of support services. As noted in the General Counsel’s comments to
our draft report (see Appendix 2Z) “ the provisions of Public Law 104-19 relating to the CDFI

Fund are in important respects ambiguous”.

Treasury Order 101-20, dated Augu

the Secretarv to the Under Secr __ry
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4, 1995, delegated authonty for
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Treasury Directive 11-02, dated November 1, 1995, delegating authority from the Under

-

Secretary for Domestic Finance tothe CDFI Director. However-the CDFI placement

issue remained unclear to some and was not P#PMIVFIV com dn}’f«ated to all }eve}s Ofthe
Department. Consequently, there remained some confusion over how and from what
orgmizatior' CDF1 would obtain support services. We were unable to obtain a copy of
any other authoritative document addressing CDFI placement.

in T nail ...essage to he Director, Procurement
Services, an OC\, official was still e spanumg to questions regarding CDFI’s
organizational placement

A comprehensive written needs assessment for CDFI was not performed. Such a needs
assessment performed by knowledgeable po.i cy and management personnel is a critical step to

72t s -] - ——— - P Y c9e o @ o -
ik policy requirements to an operational structure. The needs assessment will identify what

esources (i.e., staff, mﬁipme“nt, services) a program requires to effectively and efficiently carry
out its objectives, while actively pursuing its mission. Necessary resources can be considered in
various functional areas: 1) personnelstaffing; 2) accounting/budget; 3) space; 4)

procurement, 5) information technology; 6) telecommunications; and 7) legal. We ob
copies of various memoranda documenting correspondence between Treasury managers “d
CDFI1 staff regar dmsz support services. For mmmnlp there were numerous documenis re

TC WEIe numerous gocuments r
to CDFI attempting to obtain accounting support services.
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Certain Treasury officials provided assistance to CDFI. For example, in August 13, 1997
commenis provided to our informal draft report, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Administration, stated that “numerous hours were spent by ASD staff collecting CDFI
requirements, evaluating options, and in making recommendations.” However. we found
no written evidence of a formal analvsis by Treaenrv to identifv the snecific n

dya13 Uy SV AUNIML Y IV SPUNAVLLIL IWUaUltlle
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program. In addition, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Administration

sometimes difficult to calculate what administrative services are needed because a full
assessment of the project needs, i.e., mission, budget, etc., has not been determined.”

referred to subsequently by all staff involved directly or indirect

|
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A new program needs an initial authoritative document drafted and approved that can be
Ivi
tly i

L2 )

document should be followed by critical decisions being committed t

adequate and timely manner These decisions would provide clarity on issues, such as
where and how the program fits into the organization and how its needs will be fulfilled.
1 i |

Special endeavors need to know where to obtain assistance, while existing components
must know what is expected of them. For example, CDFI staff were under the impressio
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that Treasury would provide their support services. However, some Department officials
were unclear as to the status of CDFI.

Implementation Team
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Again, needs were addressed on a flow basis rather than as part of a comprehensive approach.
Additionally, a team leader was never assigned responsibility for coordinating CDFI support
(i.e., identifying/selecting sources for support) within the Department and taking control in
getting CDFI established. Initially, (prior to July 1995) when it was believed that CDF] was

going 10 be spun off as a separate government entity, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
o S .
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or trative Operatio € Pr
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responsibility for impiementation was turned over to her and
of a piecemeal effort.

Departmental Support Services
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and operating procedures. This assistance was essential to enable CDFI staff to identify critical
needs requirements, as well as alternatives to meeting these needs in a timely and effective
manner. However, as noted by Office of General Counsel the Departmental Offices does not
administer any significant grant program aside from the CDFI Fund program. Therefore,
Departmental Offices had little experiential basis for providing guidance to the new program.

“Currently projects are initiated in the policy offices, but because there is no official
path for the special projects, the DAS for Administration may or may not be contacted.
Indzvg_dygl nf[ ices nf Ihe DAS fnr Administration may be coniacted months afler the

needs.
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unportance of ensuring that adequate
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administrative and financial support functions are in piace for conducting CDF1 start-up
operations. In this same memorandum, it was suggested that Financial Management Division
(FMD) would be a good candidate to provide financial services to CDFI because this office

was “well suited” to provide assistance. However, FMD officials stated that they were not
consulted recarding their nosition or canabilities

MAUILRAIAAS 4 WaGS il =2 | 2 SopSan LS.

Inftially, when it was planned that CDFI was going to become a separate government entity,
the role of FMD was to provide initial accounting services to CDFI until the Director was
confirmed. This support would be provided without reimbursement, meaning, FMD
would absorb CDFI accounting. FMD officials indicated that they were against the idea

of providing accounting support to CDF] because FMD lacked sufficient systems and
expertise to handle grant/loan accounting and credit reform requirements. The FMD felt
that without reimbursement, it would be difficult to provide the support needed. In their
July 30, 1997 comments to our informal draft report, FMD stated that they “resisted

costly and non-cost-beneficial modifications to the accounting system to provide program

accounting that was potentially temporary.” Additional FMD comments reflected the
following:
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In July 1995, when CDFI was placed in the Treasury Department, the program needed to find

a permanent home for its accounting services. At this point, it became unclear to
Department officials, as well as CDFI staff, who would provide financial services support.

While actually pr Uvnuung operational accounting services to CDFl (without reimbursement),
FMD officials continued to resist providing program accounting services and ongoing
operational accounting services to CDFI because of costs related to systems

implementation and training. Although CDFI had only seven loans in its first award cycle,

FMD officials believed that CDFI had the potential of becoming much larger with
numerous loans Addmnnallv FMD officials reported that, with a poten _;d ch

uld be te""mated

b4

The FMD officials stated that they orally recommended that CDFI1 consider a Treasury

bureau, FMS, for accounting support because FMS was knowledgeable in credit reform

and had the necessary s stems in place. In a November 30, 1995 memorandum to CDFI
ed 1

als, FMD stated th not have the technical exp 0 meet CD
requirements. In a July 1996 memorandum from the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Aamimstration to the CDFi Dnreaor it was stated that CDFI would need to acquire

15
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roimhnireahle agreement unth FAMC 1A nrovide caoncultinoe cermvncee ta FMDD) nereannel on
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A series of memoranda and electronic mail messages between Department and CDFI officials
described various accounting concerns. A July 24, 1996 memorandum from the CDF1
Director to the Deputy Chief Financial Officer, stated that FMS’ assistance to FMD on credit
reform was a short term solution and that CDF] was focusing on long term options (i.e

ICAVUILE VYD © OsEVUiL e ass i VWVUOLIR Vil iViig !yl 433 O}Juvlw 3%y
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SUL L u]lE COSt }JIUPUM-ID 41UI111 VUIKCT 1 lmy Ul&auuauuub} Al Wad LLJI 1 D ullucnata.uuuxs tiiat

should a permanent resolution not be in piace precisely on October 1, 1996, the existing
servicing arrangement with FMD would continue until a permanent solunon had been found.
The Director felt that since CDF] was a new and highly visible program at Treasury, it should
receive accounting services from a Treasury organization, not another Federal agency. The
D]__rg:cmr also believed that the Deputy Chief Financial Officer “shared this conviction”.

e Director welc mpﬁ innuit on the icaie and cuooected reonlar meetinoc

Yy, the DIr€Clor weicomed mput on the 1ssu€ angd suggested regular meetings
hotarnon tha trun AfRcec 11ntil tha tecmia wrae racnliyad
DCIWCEX]I] UIC L U ULl WIILH LT IDDUC W TOOUVUIVEAL.

1n a July 25, 1996 memorandum to the CDFI Director, the Deputy Chief Financial Officer
reiterated that FMD would not be able to provide services to CDFI and that existing services
would be terminated on September 30, 1996. Additionally, the memorandum stated that in
response to the belief that financial services should be provided within the Treasury

Department, this was “not a conviction on my part, hnt a parameter that CDF1 |mmced on the

iR 22 253 PE vl & pe il

In July 30, 1997 written comments to our informal draft report, FMD officials stated the
following:

“Departmental Offices do not have unlimited resources, in fact there has been a continuing

reduction of available resources for the last four 10 five years. This has had a severe impact

o tho n’n'll'fn 10 cunnh, nr}nnnrrfrnfnw cuunnart e markhy maAd 10 1 ol that cnmo nffiroc
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During July 1996, CDFI1 requested proposals from BPD, FFB, FMD and FMS to provide
the accoummg su ppon The FMD oﬁicia]s were directed by Treasury senior management

:

assistance in reviewing the nronosals. The rnncnhmo firm’s analvme of cncte f'nr the

assistance in reviewing the proposails. 1he consultin alysis Ol costs 10r th
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BPD $37,782 > 57,285 > I5,U0/
FFB $25,000 $107,252 $132,252
FMD $82,500 $ 69,800 $152,300
FMS $84,310 $157,280 $241,590
The above analysis was included in a report issued by the consulting firm to CDF]
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with CDF1. Afier a 6-month phase-in period, all administrative and program accounting
for CDF1 was turned over to the Office of Administration - Franchise Services, BPD, on
May 27, 1997.

The FFB officials informed us that it would have been difficult to provide accounting
services to CDFI because FFB was in the process of: 1) completing the general lﬂdger for
its Loan Mana gement and Control System and 2) transferring its FMS accountants to FFB
in August 1996. However, FFB officials advised that FFB couid probably handie

accounting for CDFI sometime in 1998.
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amounts had to be categorized on separate apportionment forms to accommodate FMD
system requirements. In July 30, 1997, written comments to our informal draft report, FMD
officials stated the following:
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with the account, and claimed no expertise wn oans and grants, there were numerous
communications with CDFI and OMB siaff.”

The FMD advised that budget difficulties with CDFI were the result of: 1) the unique
DF1 1gqgi__rgmcm§, bgmfz dmnned on FMD, 2) the lack nf anyone among (‘DF'I staff
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nique accounts are needed
related to an endeavor, sufficient lead time is necessary to ensure that accommodating
systems and resources are in place.
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funding couid be on one form. In addition, aithou
funds, FMD requested a legal review of the Fiscal Year 1996 continuing resolution.
Later, OGC officials agreed with OMB’s apportionment.
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responsive to CDFI requests, but
loan management issues. For

relating to whether CDFI a
Acquisition Regulations, or Federal grants.

Confusion arose between CDFI and Procurement Services over what official documents
should be used for CDF1 awards. Procurement Services officials advised that they offered
1o set up a separate office to support CDFI, but-that CDFI declined. The CDF1 officials

ly stand rd Federal contract
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In August 13, 1997 comments to our informal drafi report, the Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Administration maintained that:

“Awards” includes contracts (mcludm loans, by OMB Red Book def nition (sic), a form
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interested in the distinction.

At the request of Procurement Services, CDFI officials sought opinions from officials of
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, Small Business Administration and
Department of Commerce. In each case, officials at these agencies agreed that CDFI
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Procurement Services, it was agreed in the summer of 1996, that CDFI awards were in
fact Federal grants and should be treated as such. In a November 19, 1996 electronic mail
message to the Director, Procurement Services, an OGC official advised that Federal
Acqu smon Regulation Subpart 1.6, “Career Development, Contracting Authority, and

Acquis
does not annl to the award of assistance instruments. Meanwhile, the
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n by contracting officials over whether CDF] awards were contracts or grants led
to significant inefficiencies in staff time and resources for both CDFI and Procurement

In August 13, 1997 comments to our informal draft report, the Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Administration stated the following:

.
‘An extensive series of contract and grant agreements, 1ailored 1o meet CDF]
sesate Riif >0 A OO A Eodor~] 2oreiirosomte wne AouslaneA (D ~nsnrto o
requirements out responsive 10 federal reqiirements, was aevei peu. CDFI rejecied the
T 21

use of these materials, siating that they were 100 a'elauea and compilex for CDFI and the
recipients of these funds 1o understand (even though the agreements were drafied with the
recipients in mind). At the last minute, we agreed to use alternative forms approved by
Treasury General Counsel to assure protection of the funds.”
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Personnel Resources provided a base level of support to CDFI. However, we identified
instances where DO could not provide adequate support to CDFI staff. For exampie,
during 1996, CDFI wanted to bring on board a Presidential Management Intern (PMI)
candidate. Personnel Resources officials explained to CDFI that they could in fact bring a
PMI on board, however, an issue arose concerning whether the PMI could transfer to

7
CDF1 with full-time career status or with a limii.ed term designation. Given the previous
al hivdgat raraccian o ‘8 annranm
\,Gngressmn ] budsct recession of CDFI’s appropriation, Personnel Resources officials
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Through assistance provided by Office of Personnel Policy and Office of Personnel
Management officials, CDF] staff decided that the PMI employee should sign a limited
temporary term document. Soecxﬁcallv. 5 CF.R. § 213.3102(ii) states the following with

respect to PMI procedures

-

“No one may serve under this authority for more than 2 years, unless exiended with OPM

approval for up 1o one additional year. Upon completion of 2 years of satisfactory
service under this authority, the employee may qualify for conversion to competitive
appointment under the provisions of Executive Order 12364, in accordance with the
provisions of section 315.708 of this chapter and requirements published in the Federal
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Staff Proactiveness

Overall, CDF] staff were proactive in operating the program. The following examples illustrate
CDFI staff actively addressing issues and concerns timely and efficiently.
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The CDF1 officials solicited assistance from private organizations, as well as other Treasury
bureaus 1n July 1996, CDF1 hired an mdependem consulunsz nrm 10 evaluate Drooosals
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as OGC in preparing CDFI’s interim operating regulations.

CDF] officials consulted with officials at other Federal agencies on certain policy and
procedural issues. When confusion arose as 10 whether CDF] awards were covered

under t
ere coveregd under t
-

Federal Ammsmon Remﬂannm’ CDF1 staff consulted with officials §om the Department of
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Business nmmmsuauon, and uepanmem o1
fusion arose within Treasury’s personnel office over
he Office of Personnel Management for clarification.

GOOD O’ BOY POLICY REVIEW

hinng a PMI, CDFI staff macted




